A t h a m a n t a( 
THOMAS GASKELL TUTIN will be remembered by countless botanists and naturalists for the great definitive flora of the British Isles, which appeared first in 1952 and which, aided by its field versions, has remained the source for nearly all taxonomic work ever since. Anyone who was a student at that time will recall the way in which the confusion that had reigned previously was suddenly stilled by the appearance of this orderly, scientific, easily usable volume. But those with wider interests will know the central role played by Tom Tutin in the much bigger flora of Europe, which began to appear in 1964 and was only completed when the fifth volume was published in 1980. It is by these two important works that he has given himself a major and enduring place in plant science.
BEGINNINGS
It is clear from only a brief examination of his scientific work that the abiding interest of Tom Tutin was in the great variety of living organisms, that he wanted not only to appreciate and understand it, but also to give it order, and that early in his career he turned this concern to plants. There have been few who have followed in his footsteps. What was it that took him this way? He spent a lifetime discounting the effects of the environment so as to understand the permanent genotypic effects by which underlying relations could be understood. In the case of the achievements of an individual person, however, both formative factors, and their interactions, deserve our attention.
Thomas Gaskell Tutin was born on the 21 April 1908 at 9 Haverfield Gardens, Kew, the only son of Frank and Jane Tutin. He had one sister, Elizabeth, 4 years younger. Tom's grandfather was a builder and contractor in Nottingham, interested in plants, who raised prize vegetables, fruit and roses in his large garden outside the city. As a result of an unfortunate law-suit, he was bankrupted. This led his son Frank, Tom's father, to discontinue his training as an architect and to switch to his own interest of chemistry. He became a biochemist with the Wellcome Foundation in London, and later at the Lister Institute, living at Kew, only a short distance from the Royal Botanic Gardens. Another sign of the family creativity was Frank's sister, a successful artist and medallist, who under her married name Mary Gillick, designed the head of the young Elizabeth II on the first coinage of her reign.
Tom's mother was outstanding for her charm and gentleness, characteristics which she certainly passed on to her son. Tom's father was very interested in all branches of natural history. As a boy he had grown ferns in his father's greenhouse. He clearly became a keen and knowledgeable botanist, for he had a sizeable private herbarium, and passed it on to Tom with a well-used copy of Bentham and Hooker, the flora that later Tom was to replace. Tom's father was a colleague and friend of Henry Dale (later Sir Henry, O.M., P.R.S.) who thought him a very good chemist but a naturalist of the first class. Tom 's sister remembers that on Sunday mornings she was often taken in a push chair by her father and brother on walks beside the river between Kew and Richmond, during which they looked at plants and aquatic animals. Another who encouraged Tom's childhood interest in natural history was his paternal grandmother, born Elizabeth Gaskell Ardem, who was a strong character descended from a Knutsford clockmaker Thomas Gaskell (1746 -1827 , who made apparatus for John Dalton.
With such a paternal background Tom himself developed an early interest in wild plants, and in butterflies and moths. Living so close, there were many visits to Kew Gardens. In the autumn he was known to wait for the gates to open in the morning so as to be first at the best places for conkers. By these visits he laid the foundations for the wide knowledge of plants that he subsequently accumulated. His sister remembers one of those visits, in which two gardeners, who had thrown out some plant material in clearing a flower bed, asked Tom, still a boy, what he thought it was. They were astonished when he told them correctly it was rhizomes of Anem oneapennina, and they gave him some for his garden; later he was to write the account of Anemone in the first volume of Flora Europaea. His interests, however, included insects, and holidays in Lyme Regis gave him the opportunity to become interested in the intertidal fauna and fossils so rich in that area. About this time he discovered the sundew Drosera rotundifolia on Sheen Common and reported the find to the appropriate authorities. He kept a series of notebooks and sketchbooks; but this was quite the tradition of the time, and it cannot be presumed that he was at all precocious.
In 1920 Tom's father was told that he must move out of London for the sake of his health. He was able to get a post as biochemist at Long Ashton Research Station, and the family found a house at Flax Bourton outside Bristol. Tom's cousin, Mrs Norah Landells, recalls that at that time 'Tom's father was a wonderful naturalist for whom living creatures had a natural affinity, so that Tom grew up in a household that was full of all sorts of different caterpillars reared under bell jars, with a wren's nest in the porch, the hedges full of other nests, an interesting garden full of old fashioned flowers, exotics in special pots and frames and so on. Tom was very interested in botany at that time (aged 14-15) and was studying plant sections under his microscope and plant hunting.' His notebooks after the age of 12 show his increasing knowledge of the flora of Somerset within the range of his bicycle and of family excursions.
He went to Cotham Grammar School at Bristol from 1920 to 1927. He was taught French by the father of Paul Dirac, F.R.S., who was a pupil at the school until 1918. The comments on the soundness of the scientific education there received by Dirac {Biographical Memoirs 32, 141-2) would have applied to Tom. The science teaching was clearly good and encouraged Tom's interest in chemistry, but no biology was taught for School Certificate, so that he only began the formal study of botany in the sixth form. He had no aptitude for mathematics, and did not win prizes. His school reports speak increasingly well of his ability, but deplored his lack of industry except when keenly interested.
It appeared that school did not play much part in the development of his ideas, and that his enthusiasms were already formed. He did not like commuting to Bristol daily by train, nor the need to catch an evening return. So he participated little in extracurricular activities: he played cricket regularly for the village rather than for the school. He does not seem to have found any contemporary at school with whom he shared his interests in natural history. But his abilities were clear enough, for in 1927 he won an open scholarship to Downing College Cambridge, as well as Somerset County and Kitchener scholarships.
T h e i n f l u e n c e s o f C a m b r i d g e At Cambridge he found a different world. Three experiences added up to give an effect similar to that which Sir Harry Godwin (1985) described as 'in common with falling off a cliff'. First, he discovered contemporaries who shared his great interest in plants and insects and who were asking the same kinds of question about the natural world. Secondly, at the end of his first year he encountered H. Gilbert-Carter and his lectures in plant taxonomy which transformed his schoolboy ideas on taxonomy into something coherent and exciting. Thirdly, Cambridge led him into expeditions by which he discovered an entirely new world of foreign floras.
Humphrey Gilbert-Carter, who was Director of the Cambridge Botanic Garden from 1921 to 1950, was perhaps the most crucial influence. There was no doubt that Tom found the first year lectures in botany so unappealing that he thought very seriously of reading Part II of the Natural Science Tripos in zoology. He wrote 'that whatever I ultimately did, it would not be botany'. But in the Long Vacation Term at the end of the first year he took Gilbert-Carter's course and his associated excursions into the countryside in pursuit of the flora. Humphrey Gilbert-Carter had a most unorthodox and provoking style; many of his students will remember his delight in finding surprising ways of introducing individual plants and his fund of stories about them. But his immense knowledge of plants and his critical understanding of their relations had great appeal to Tom as well as to others who fell under his spell (Walters 1981) . In particular Tom found that taxonomic botany had great depths and intellectual respectability. Humphrey Gilbert-Carter had exacting standards of scholarship and under him taxonomy was no soft option. Sir Harry Godwin has written (1985) that he had 'a most profound influence on the shape of Cambridge Botany'.
The circle of friends who shared Tom 's interests and enthusiasms contributed considerably to his development. He became very involved in the Cambridge Natural History Society with P.W. Richards and E.F. Warburg, who became his best friends. All three became members of the Natural Science Club and between them contributed many papers on a variety of topics. They collected others, such as H.C. Gilson and J.S.L. Gilmour (who later became Director of the Cambridge Botanic Garden), and spent many Sundays together exploring the Cambridgeshire countryside. In the introduction to A flora o f Cambridgeshire, A.H. Evans wrote (1939) 'Mr Gilbert-Carter... obtained the aid of Mr J.S. Gilmour and a company of enthusiastic junior botanists in order to collect further information, especially from the less-known parts of the county ... Messrs Baker, Gilson, Jones, Richards, Warburg, and in particular Mr Tutin, were extremely active in investigating the woods and coppices ... in fact, their exploration had such excellent results, that it may be doubted if much is left for incorporation in future supplements.' By this time Tom had become an expert in his own right on sedges and grasses. At the end of his second year he and Heff Warburg and three others, A.P.G. Michelmore, J.A. Kitching (later F.R.S.) and J.W.A.F. Balfour-Browne (all later became leading biologists), organized an expedition to Madeira and the Azores. This visit aroused in Tom a long-lasting enthusiasm for foreign travel and overseas floras. He and Warburg collected extensively, and published two papers (1)*, not bad for a second year undergraduate, even if his family were unhappy with his undistinguished examination results, which were the result of his lost interest in chemistry and the distractions of planning the expedition.
Tom continued to find it difficult to apply himself to things that did not interest him, and did not achieve a first in Part II of the Tripos. He wanted to stay in research, but although he had achieved a 2.1, in those days this made it difficult. Professor Seward, however, understood his predicament and invited him to work on a collection of fossil plants from Greenland. Although not intending to be a palaeobotanist he got on with the job and published (2). He worked in the same lab as T.M. Harris, subsequently Professor of Botany at Reading and F.R.S., and had many opportunities to discuss scientific method. Much later he realized, with his wife, how they had both independently acquired from Tom Harris the idea of scientific, critical commonsense.
This period allowed him the opportunity to go on many plant-collecting trips with his friends, to Dartmoor with Humphrey Gilbert-Carter where he camped with Hugh Gilson alongside the Gilbert-Carter gipsy caravan, and to Teesdale and to Scotland with Hugh Gilson and Paul Richards where they climbed Ben Lawers. He went to southern Spain and Morocco in the spring of 1931 with Paul Richards and W. Balfour Gourlay. In 1933 he joined a substantial expedition from Cambridge with G.S. Carter (later University Lecturer in Zoology at Cambridge) and E.N. Willmer (later F.R.S. and Professor of Histology at Cambridge) to British Guiana. On board ship Tom, initially quiet, opened up, helped by innumerable games of shuffleboard and prolonged philosophical arguments with George Carter, the elder statesman, who was curiously hesitant about the role of natural selection. They stayed four months at a spectacular site, previously a prison settlement, on the banks of the Essequibo River, from which Tom went off into the forest for days on end with the local Indians, with whom he quickly made friendships, for he had a great yet gentle sociability. At the end of their stay Tom discovered that it was possible to join a party going up the Potaro River to the savannah on the plateau. It turned out to be a complicated but memorable trip.
From his private papers it is clear that the expedition to Guiana was important to him in stimulating a great interest in tropical botany. But in the 1930s there was no opportunity to follow it up. Instead, on his return in 1934, he obtained a post at the Marine Biological Association's Laboratory at Plymouth to discover the causes of the wasting disease of eel-grass, Zostera. During this time he developed a great love for the South Devon countryside in plant collecting weekends with people such as G.I. Crawford and G.M. Spooner. He also persuaded Nevill Willmer to come with him on a trip to look at Zostera on the then undeveloped south coast of Spain. They found none and wandered instead along the foothills of the Sierras, happy to collect terrestrial rather than aquatic material; Nevill Willmer collecting and filming the solitary wasps so graphically described by J.H. Fabre. It is not without significance that during the Plymouth work he described a species of Zostera new to Britain (11), and published two other papers on the genus. Later (1942) he wrote the account (19) of Zostera for the Biological flora o f the British Isles. He had always had great interest in listening to music, especially Bach, Beethoven and Mozart, and at Plymouth he took up the flute.
He left Plymouth in 1937 to take part in the Percy Sladen Trust expedition to Lake Titicaca led by Hugh Gilson, now an established zoologist. He enjoyed the opportunity to return to South America and to develop further his interest in lakes, algae and aquatic plants. But he said that he preferred roughing it in a hammock and mosquito net in the lowland forest to enduring the cold of the Altiplano with its sparse vegetation. He was the only botanist on the expedition and made major contributions to the reports (16) of the expedition on the flora of the lake. At the same time his experience led him to reflect on its ecology, which he wrote about later.
Hugh Gilson remembers that he played a large part in deciding where to go and what to do, which he did very quietly and unobtrusively, and that he got on excellently with everybody, a fact bom out by other members of the expedition. Although some people thought him unadventurous, he was not: if there was anything he really wanted, he could be extremely persistent, almost to the point of obstinacy, and the outcome usually proved him right. He took his flute with him, and on the boat out the expedition amused themselves and others by country dancing. Not long ago a photograph of the members of the expedition was observed, from its appearance for a few seconds on the TV screen in one of the BBC's 'Great railway journeys' series, to be displayed in the cabin of one of the old ferry boats which ply across the lake.
T h e b e g i n n i n g s o f a u n i v e r s i t y c a r e e r
With the help of part-time teaching to eke out his resources, he retained a base in Cambridge and wrote up the results of the expeditions, 'hanging on' in the confidence that an acceptable botanical job would turn up. Later, he was sure that this decision had been the right one and that in particular he was glad that he had not taken a museum post which would have restricted his interests and activities. He was a very kind demonstrator in practical classes, and in the long vacation field excursions was excellent at showing inexperienced students the 'special' species of the sites they visited and at explaining how to recognize them. In the herbarium he was painstaking in the help that he gave anyone who came in with a botanical problem, whether they were 8 or 80 years old.
In 1938 he had a short period as demonstrator at Kings College, London, before taking up a three year appointment as assistant lecturer in the Department of Botany at Manchester in 1939. He did not enjoy the city environment, but found himself only a short train journey from the English Lake District and the laboratories of the Freshwater Biological Association at Wray Castle. This allowed him to develop the interests in algal plankton which had begun in Lake Titicaca, and stimulated him, in 1941, to write an important paper on the hydrosere and current concepts of the climax (18). In this he argued that in any big lake there will be large areas sufficiently well illuminated to maintain submerged vegetation which will persist over indefinite periods of time, and can be considered a true 'climax'. In these situations the normal succession that takes place in shallow water leading to woodland, the 'hydrosere', does not occur. It must be realized, he argued, that what happens in lakes can be distinctive, best described as a limnosere, and that therefore different types of climax are possible in one region. This was a timely contribution to ecological thinking in a period when the rather too simple concepts of Clements still held sway. It was the later opinion of two great limnologists, G.E. Hutchinson (1975) (later For.Mem.R.S.) and J.W.G. Lund (later F.R.S.), that by this Tom broke new ground, and that he should be remembered as 'more than a taxonomist and begetter of splendid floras'.
It was at Wray Castle that he met Winifred Pennington (later F.R.S.), his future wife, and they were married in 1942. Because of the demands of World War II he was seconded to the Geographical Section of the Naval Intelligence Division of the Admiralty at Cambridge, which was engaged in producing a new series of geographical handbooks. During this period he spent some time with Verona Conway surveying fenlands in the north of England for buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula) because its charcoal was required for certain types of s fuses, which gave him excellent opportunity to look for other species. In 1944 he was appointed to be Lecturer-in-Charge of the Botany Department at Leicester University College. When the University received its Charter in 1947 he became its first professor of botany.
LEICESTER AND A BRITISH FLORA
His return to taxonomy dated from the move to Leicester. Since his field courses in Manchester he had been working on new keys to the Gramineae (grasses) and Cyperaceae (sedges), and he was delighted to be able to return to these and other taxonomic problems. He was most encouraged to find that his laboratory steward, Ted Horwood, was a fellow taxonomist whose father had been joint author of the flora of Leicester and Rutland. Together they began to build up a departmental herbarium. At this time Tom paid a visit to Cambridge, and was taken by Humphrey Gilbert-Carter to tea at Grantchester with Sir Arthur Tansley, the doyen of British plant ecology. In his appreciation, written in 1978 when Tom was 70, A.R. Clapham, F.R.S., indicates the visit was arranged on the spur of the moment while Tom and Gilbert-Carter were out walking. At this accidental tea party Tansley suggested that Tom should compile a new British flora; he felt that both the teaching and learning of field botany and ecology was seriously hampered by the lack of a modem working flora. The most recently written (although not the most recently revised), J.D. Hooker's Student's flora o f the British Islands, had been written in 1870 and last revised in 1884. Tom was immediately interested and the details were discussed that afternoon. Fortunately, it was an idea very close to his own interests and enthusiasms, and he was at a point in his career when he had the time to take it on board. At Tansley's suggestion Roy Clapham at Sheffield, but previously at Oxford, and Heff Warburg now at Oxford were enlisted. They asked Paul Richards to write the account of the Juncaceae, which up to then had been a rather difficult family. All had been taught by Humphrey Gilbert-Carter.
Tom gave it the sort of commitment that he gave to his first expedition to the Azores. He worked on it as hard as was feasible, only taking off Sundays for his garden. Roy Clapham, who made a major contribution to planning the , records 'his untiring capacity for the close observation of plants both in the field and in the laboratory, and for making shrewd conclusions about their taxonomic relationships'. Despite its 1591 pages packed with detail and innumerable keys, the Flora o f the British Isles (25) was completed by 1948, although it did not appear until 1952. It was powerfully accurate in its treatment of species, taking into account all the the published and unpublished material that was available. But at the same time it was highly usable. It became the 'bible' over-night.
The work involved was immense, but the three authors had the necessary energy and ability. In his foreword Sir Arthur Tansley said that 'At last it has been possible to stimulate three men scarcely more than entering on middle life, all with the modem training, all keenly interested in plants as they grow in the field, in ecology and genetics, to undertake the production of the much needed flora as a matter of urgency'. In the acknowledgements the other two authors then wrote 'Two of us wish at this point to acknowledge the special contribution of T.G. Tutin, who besides writing a substantial part of this flora undertook in addition the arduous task of acting as general editor. It was he who collected and collated the various sections as they were completed, who strove to secure uniformity of treatment, who wrestled with text-figures, glossary and index, and who urged us on when we flagged. The work owes much to his patient and devoted labour.' Significantly the dedication was to Humphrey Gilbert-Carter.
The flora, usually known as CTW, has maintained its pre-eminence up to the present day. Asecond edition (43) appeared in 1962, and a third (78) in 1987 for which, because Warburg had died in 1966, D.M. Moore became the third author. These were improvements on the first, but there is no doubt that the great achievement was the first edition. The value of CTW was considerably enhanced by the appearance in 1959 of a pocket version (38), the Excursion flora o f the British Isles, a masterpiece of compaction owing a great deal to Tom's combination of orderliness and practicality. This had further editions (56, 77) in 1968 and 1981.
HIS APPROACH TO TAXONOMY
Tom Tutin put all his energies into composing the flora, and wrote little about his approach to taxonomy. This was largely due to his quiet, self-effacing style, and lack of any wish to sell either himself or his ideas. He was much more interested in the task in front of him, and it is by his products that he is most easily understood.
The panoply of species that he handled are the result of complex evolutionary processes, in which divergence has taken place overall at a slow pace, and in which the divergent products that we recognize as species have come to be what they are by different mechanisms, acting at different speeds, involving different characters. Ideally any classification should be based on the evolutionary process. Tom was well aware of this; but he was equally a great pragmatist and realized that it would never be possible, with the tools available in his generation, to know exactly what had happened in evolutionary history, and, more importantly, that taxonomy was essentially a practical business enabling biologists to recognize entities and put them in useful groups. In this he was almost certainly influenced by the views (1940) of his old friend, John Gilmour, some two years his senior.
There are a few formal statements of what he believed. The first (33) appeared in 1956, after the Flora o f the British Isles was complete, and is therefore significant in understanding his attitude, especially as it was the way in which some familiar genera had been treated that had raised much comment when the flora appeared. He realized that the genus was an ill-defined concept and that, although genera might be delineated by major character differences in one family, apparently trivial ones might be used in another. He carefully suggested that trivial floral characters should be used only when the taxa thus circumscribed also differed in several other, perhaps less easily definable, characters. In taking this view he supported and clarified the work of earlier taxonomists, but was able to be progressive. He put this approach into particular use in the Gramineae, where the small reduced flowers had led to rather simple groupings. Accepting the use of new characters such as starch grains and silica cells, he was instrumental in several new groupings being adopted.
On the use of the new information from cytology and genetics he was strongly in favour and yet pragmatic (33).
The sterility barrier ... has obvious evolutionary significance ... Unless, however, sterility is accom panied by some perceptible degree of differentiation the taxonomist, who is concerned with class ifying organisms as they exist today, cannot be expected to take note o f it ... The question o f the treatment of genera between which some hybridisation is possible is bound up with the fundamental assumptions on which our scheme of classification is based. This scheme is basically a morphological one ... It seems impossible to make a firmly based phylogenetic classification, and even if we could do so it would probably prove highly inconvenient, although interesting. In view o f this I think that, while we should pay due attention to what genetic evidence is available we should not utterly disrupt parts o f our classification to incorporate it, while the major portion has to remain on a morphological basis.
The second significant statement (1963) took these ideas further (45). He was very concerned about the influence of subjective factors on taxonomy. He pointed out the tendency for taxonomists to pay too little attention to characters that are small in absolute size, or merely difficult to observe. He also suggested that the number of species per botanists in a given area might have an effect on the species concept in a particular flora. At the more personal level, if the geographical area studied by an individual botanist was a small one, there could be a tendency to split species and recognize numerous varieties and forms. He even suggested that plants flowering early in the season came in for more attention than those that flowered later. All these sensible comments he made with the aim of achieving greater objectivity in a rather subjective task.
He was also very interested in the variation to be found within species, and worried about the way it was being treated taxonomically. He argued (45) that 'perhaps the best course would be to agree to a definition of subspecies based on morphological differences and geographical or ecological isolation throughout most of their range. Then the almost meaningless categories of variety and form, which cannot be used to distinguish the response of the same genotype to different environments from that of different genotypes to the same environment, could be abandoned.' Such a realistic approach fitted, of course, with his long-held interests. But it was equally what made him such a successful taxonomist. He was not interested in too much theorizing, or the search after the ultimate, omega, taxonomy. He saw the need to get on with the job in a simple practical manner. But this did not mean that he was superficial; far from it. His immense knowledge meant that all decisions were based on an appreciation o f all available information. Where the information was limited then he took the view that the validity of the genus should be questioned.
It must be admitted that at times this led him, certainly in a way that was convenient to the practitioner, to reject overwhelming evidence even when he realized its import, such as in the very close relation between Festuca pratensis and Lolium perenne, and and Calamagrostis, shown by hybridization. Perhaps this reflected his diplomatic qualities. The impression must not be given, however, that he was only interested in labelling things and putting them in tidy boxes. He was interested in the evolutionary processes also, even if, as time went on, he became swallowed up by the tasks of the British flora.
He did a very elegant investigation (35) on the origins of the ubiquitous and highly successful species, annual meadow grass, Poa annua. He showed by morphological analysis and a series of crosses that it was the result of hybridization and chromosome doubling between Poa infirma and Poa supina. It may be of interest to those who struggle to get rid of it from their gardens (and golf greens and football pitches and tennis courts) that he suggested, on grounds of distribution of the parents, that it is very likely to be of recent origin (since the last glaciation).
It is clear from this, and the inaugural lecture (24) he gave on being appointed to the Chair of Botany at Leicester, that he certainly did not see evolution as something that has only occurred in the distant past. He used this lecture to review the evidence about the mechanisms for evolutionary change, particularly those involved in recent changes and, in the second half, described the remarkable range and degree of changes that have taken place in historic times in crop plants such as in apples, strawberries and potatoes, under the influence of the plant breeder, that have been so important for our own well-being.
F l o r aE u r o p a e a
This thoroughly scientific, highly informed, yet pragmatic attitude was to make him an ideal candidate for editorship when the idea of a great flora for the whole of Europe was mooted, although it must be admitted he was at the bottom of the idea anyway. At the Vlllth Botanical Congress, at Paris in July 1954, there was a symposium on 'Progress of work on the European flora'. In his introductory talk D.H. Valentine, referring to the several new national floras, added that 'a new European Flora, although an immense undertaking, must be regarded as one of the aims of the future'. This idea was followed up in a cafe near the Sorbonne, under the influence of a little Calvados. It took off when Tom, with his inimitable energy not long freed from the British flora, induced David Valentine, N.A. Burges, V.H. Heywood, S.M. Walters and D.A. Webb to join an informal committee for a proposed Flora Europaea, which met first in Leicester on 4 January 1956. This committee, remarkably, charmed the D.S.I.R. into giving it a grant of £14 000 for three years and into following it up (as S.R.C.) by five further substantial grants, as well as obtained money from mainland Europe.
His contemporaries avow that without Tom the project would never have got off the ground. His gentleness, charm and tact, combined with his enthusiasm and energy, made him the only possible chairman of the editorial committee, which became responsible for a work in five large volumes (49, 59, 63, 72, 75) which took 20 years to complete, with 175 authors and over 40 regional advisers from all over Europe. In the preface to the final volume (75) the secretary to the editorial committee, Vernon Heywood, in paying tribute to Tom's total contribution, concludes: 'That we have now completed our magnum opus (an apposite term, for once) has been in no small measure due to him '. A useful history of the Flora is given in the same volume.
Tom was chairman up until his death in 1987, but he was more than a chairman. In his analysis of the origins and contents of Flora Europaea, David Webb (1978) pointed out that Tom wrote more accounts than any other author (1307 species) as well as being responsible for a total of 54 families, concluding that 'for individual achievement Tutin ... is in a class by himself'. The whole flora contains an account of 11 047 species in 203 families, in a total of 2232 pages. The description for each species had to be contained in 120 words. The aim was to get the flora produced in the shortest possible time, and therefore to eschew delays that might arise because a group needed revision. Despite the enormous quantity of material, the first volume appeared in 1964, the fifth and last in 1980.
Nevertheless Flora Europaea was much more than a compilation of already existing material. When the first volume appeared there was widespread appreciation of the fact that its incorporation of new studies made it a real contribution to taxonomic understanding. Tom himself made many visits to collect new material. In 1968, for instance, he went to Spain with his wife and his old friend Hugh Gilson. In the course of three weeks or so they travelled from Bilbao to Algeciras and back, collecting and photographing, and came back with over 1000 herbarium sheets.
There is no doubt that Tom's approach to taxonomy greatly influenced the style of the new flora. In the introductory pages of the volumes it is explained that the aim of Flora Europaea is generally diagnostic, so that descriptions are brief and are as far as possible comparable for related species. 'All available evidence, morphological, geographical, ecological, cytogenetical, has been taken into consideration in delimiting species and sub-species, but they are in all cases definable in morphological terms.' The treatment of genera was on the whole, conservative. An obvious source of confusion had been the use of different names for the same species in different countries, so such synonymy was checked in great detail.
In the editing Tom was scrupulous. From his great familiarity with European flora he was able to check many of the details of the accounts as they came in. But for every account he received he would sit down in the afternoon, after tea, with his assistant, A.O. Chater, and go over the account with some actual plant material, usually from the Leicester Herbarium, beside him. With Tom reading the account and Arthur Chater at a microscope with the material, they would first try to identify the material from the keys submitted to see if the latter would actually work in practice. They would then see if the material fitted the full description properly. In this way the accuracy of the Flora was almost unique. Its appearance did much to raise the reputation of British plant taxonomy in other European countries and, by bringing to light unexpected gaps in knowledge, it stimulated much new work.
Little wonder that for the last 25 years of his life his main attention was directed to Flora Europaea. Nevertheless he guided substantial revisions of the Flora o f the British Isles. There were obvious interactions between the two enterprises. The arrangement of the families in Flora Europaea followed that of Engler's Syllabus (1964) , so widely used in European floras. This was never used in CTW, but the later editions of CTW were altered to follow the sequences used within families, and descriptive detail about species was changed in the light of what was in Flora Europaea.
In 1977, at the Anniversary Meeting of the Linnean Society of London on 24 May, Tom's contributions to plant taxonomy were recognized by the award of the Society's Gold Medal, given to leading biologists 'as an expression of the Society's estimate of their services to science'. In 1978 his friends and fellow scientists produced a book, Essays in plant taxonomy, edited by H.E. Street, in his honour. In 1979 he was awarded an Honorary Doctorate by Trinity College, Dublin, and was made Foreign Member of the National Academy of Finland.
He was President of the Botanical Society of the British Isles from 1957 to 1961. Nevertheless, as was pointed out by C.A. Stace in his obituary (1988), he was too retiring to be known by many. 'Despite his name being a household word with British botanists, I doubt whether he was well known personally by many of the present membership of the B.S.B.I.. He stopped attending our Annual Exhibition Meeting about ten years ago because he felt he no longer knew many of the exhibitors and visitors. His own natural reticence, and the awe in which his juniors held him, probably mitigated against the forging of new friendships from casual personal meetings. However, once this difficulty was overcome, one found a most warm-hearted and friendly person, who would most readily help with any query or problem.'
W i t h i n t h e U n i v e r s i t y o f L e i c e s t e r
Tom was appointed as Lecturer in Charge of the Botany Department in 1944, and was made Professor in 1947. It was his job to build up the Department and to take part in the development of the University College of Leicester into the University of Leicester. He did not like administration, but he was a scrupulous and kindly Head of Department, and took his share of committee work. He was obvious very happy at Leicester and had no ambitions to move. For him Leicester was an ideal environment -not so many distractions as other places such as Cambridge -but within easy reach of London for meetings, the British Museum (Natural History), and Kew. His widow recalls that 'In a way he had always retained his love for Kew and a sort of idea that a job there would be his highest ambition, but he knew he did not want to live in London. In 1947 we moved into a university house on the newly acquired Knighton site, within bicycling distance of the campus and possessing a large and attractive garden; Tom came to be very much attached to this house and completely unwilling to leave it: and he did not have to'. The garden was his particular delight: 'wild gardening was his thing, long before it became fashionable'. He perhaps delighted more in its weeds than in its more cultivated species, and published a careful account of them (64). He was devoted to his four children, and it gave him great pleasure when the zoologist among them, Caroline, began to work on the food plants of the lowland gorilla; it brought back his own love of the tropics.
It was a small Department but there was a flow of good students. There was a succession of excellent postgraduates and research assistants connected with the work on the two floras, almost all of whom are now in significant taxonomic posts. However, after being Head of the Department for 20 years, it was clear to him that new arrangements were necessary to cope with the changes that were occurring in biology, and he willingly supported the suggestion of the then Professor of Biochemistry, later Sir Hans Komberg, F.R.S., that a School of Biology should be formed with further professorial appointments in genetics, microbiology and physiology. Hans Komberg records that he 'went out of his way to support me in all the tortuous negotiations ... it is largely due to his help that I was able to enlist the support of all my colleagues in creating a viable school and housing it in a new and still splendid building'.
With these changes Tom took the opportunity to pass over his responsibilities for Botany to Professor H.E. Street, and to become research Professor of Taxonomy, which would give him more time to cope with the substantial demands of Flora Europaea. These he continued to carry very happily after his retirement in 1973 until his death in 1987.
He had an extraordinary readiness to help young colleagues and to see advances in biological specialisms that were not close to his own interests. Many generations of students, as well as his colleagues, will remember him with affection. He was never more happy than when surrounded by a circle of pleasant people, whether in a local pub or somewhere more serious. He was a very gentle person who, throughout his life, dedicated himself almost as an amateur to his abiding interest in the variety of living things. We shall long be grateful for the enduring contribution he has made to our understanding of the plant world by his enthusiasm, energy and wisdom. 
